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THE_UNDERCLASS -- Will It Always Be With_Ua?
Prepared for a Symposium at the

New School for Social Research

November 14, 1984

Richard P. Nathan
Princeton University

Ken Auletta added a word to the Popular vercabulary with his series
of ﬂgg_xggkgt articl.s and book on the underclass. At first, people
interested in social policy bal ked at the term, concerned that it vould
have an adverse labelling effect, stigmatizing the pecple in what the
ECQnEnigt ir a recent article terned America’s "huge and intractable,
Iargoly black underclass." (1) I have written this Paper as an cssay
on the _word (what does gt mean?); fhe _condition (is it news why has it
developed?); and the_reseensn (how should we deal nitﬁ this

condition?). This is not a research paperi it is more of a personal

statement with emphasis on the policy response to underclass
conditions. Oth.r;, particularly Robert R. Reischauer and William
Julius Wilsan, both commentators at tnis synposium., are conductirg

in~depth studies on the concep: and nitur. of the underclass.
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I. The Use of the Word "Undarclass"

It is not a happy conclusidn, and in my case it did not come
easily, but I corclude that the word "underclass" is an accurate and
functional torm and that we should use it in diagnosing and prescribing
for American social problems in the current period. One reason for
this conclusion is purely practical. The word has caught en. Nothing
social scientists could do would change matters very much. But there
is a second and more important reason for this conclusion that the word
"underclass” is functional.

| Rogr.ttably, I conclude that the word r.fl.cts a real and new
condition in the society with which we must come tno terms. It is a
condition properly described by the term "class." Sociologist Ralf
Dahrendorf defines class as a Qroup emerging from societal conditions
which affects structural changes. (2)

The essential argument of this paper is that thare has besn a
distinctive structural change in social conditions in the United States
over the past two decades that is expressed by the term "underclass,”
and that there is now a quite broad consensus ameng politicians and
cxpirts that this has occurred. Tﬁ. uord‘“undnrclass“ is increasingly
used in.th. mMedia as a shorthand expression for the ;onc.ntration 66

economic and behavioral problems among racial minorities (mainly black

and Hispanic) in large, older cities. For those of us interested in

urban and social policy, I balieve the tima has come for us to shift

our focus from diaqhosis to prescription. There are still important

research issues on our agenda fclating‘to the causes gand



characterisitics of the underclass, but there is no longer as much to
be achieved by cdabate on underclass conditions compared to attention
devoted to how we deal with these conditions. In particular, I believe
research by William Julius Wilson provicdes a convircing analysis of the
"problems that disproportionately Plague the urban underclass." Says
Wilason,

Included in this population are persons who lack training and

skills and either experience long-term unemployment or have dropped

out of the labor force altogether; who are long-term public
assistance recipients; and who are engaged in street criminal

activity and other forms of aberrant pehavior. (3)

My essential argument is that resaarchers, government officials,
and organizations and foundations interested in social and urban policy
should place more emphasis on the strategies that can be adopted, and
can be expected to work, in dealing with this problem. This paper,
presents a description, which 1 think reflects a widely shared view, on

the nature of.th. underclass. But the amphasis is on the response to

this critical new reality in American society.

I1. The Boerging Consensus_on Underclass Conditions

The existence of a distinctive underclass in an ironic way is a
résult of the succeas, not the failure, of American social policy. Tha
successes of the civil rights revolution (surely not camplete, but
extracrdinary nonetheless) has éaus.d a bifurcation of the racial
m{noriéy groups, which were the focus of the civil rights laws of the

fifties and sixties and the big-spending social programs from tha

.mid-.ixti.s into the seventies.



If 1 may use a per=onal recollection, I remember my first visit to
& scuthern state in the mid-fifties. Driving through a rural area, I
SaW ligns’that said "Colored" on run-down cabins and motels. My
r.acfion was to think how remarkable it was that such accommodations
could dlr.ady have what u.r..thon brand-new colored television sats.
It did not take long for me to realize that these were segregated
tacilities.

Such outward manifestations of discrimination are gone now from our
official language and the behavior of our ieading and large
ingtitutions. This is not to deny that.discrimination exiats in more
subtle forms; it is meant to call attention to the fact that the
oppartunity structure of our society has ~hanged. Members of racial
minority groups who are educated, talented, and motivated can
assimilate in ways that a generation ago would have been thought
inconceivable.

But there are unanticipated results of social change. As avenues
of opportunity have opened for upwardly mobile and educated meshars of
racial minority groups to move ﬁn subu-bs and b.ttqr—off urban
neighborhoods, the pecple left behind in the ghetto -~ the hidden city

== are more isdlated. The role models of an earlier day (a teacher,

' postman, civil servant) have le‘t. There is no reasor they shouldn®t.

However, the result is that the dangerous inner-city areas that fester
in our land have become an increasingly more serious social and

economic problam.



It is useful to put this point as a hypothesis: Underclass

-

conditions are multi-faceted. They are economic, behavioral and
qeogQraphically focused. (4) This is not to say that we can easily put
our sociai science calipers to the task of measuring the underclass.
The underclass involves more than things we can measure with
conventional .conbmié and demographic irdicators -- such as low income,
long~-term unemployment, limited education, and the incidence of welfare
. dependency. The underclass condition is also attitudinal and
behavioral. It irvolves nli.natioﬁ, and for the long-term welfare
sub—-group what Thomas Pettigrew calls a feeling of "learned
helplessness." (5) It-is‘o#ton manifest in crime and vandaligm, which
serve to further isolate underclass groups.

Although a great deal of research has been done on poverty and
undarclass conditions, there are bound to be differences in
interpretation. The main point that needs to be made here is like the
cautionary label on cigarette packs: "Be careful when you read the
work of social paolicy experts.” We need social policy experts, and
there are important areas yet to be atudied under the heading of the
underclass. Nevertheless, it is possible to draw di fferent conclusions
from the same data. At the very least, thoughtful observers of this
subject should laook &% the work of a range of experts rather than
unquestionably aé?.pting a single interpretation of the nature and
reasons for undofclass conditions -~ mine included.

Having given this warning, I feel more comfortable in summarizing

my own cunclusinns. My view of the situation, based on what we know at

prazent, is that the underclass is a distinctively urban condition
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involving a hardened residual group that is difficult to reach and

-

relate to. I believe this condition represents a change in_kind, not
degree, although it must always be added that we are talking about a
relatively small sub—group among the poor. Census Bureau data are
available for 1980 on the pdpulltionvby race in urban poverty areas in
the nition’s 100 largest cities They show disturbingly high
concentrations of black‘and Hispanic urban poverty. These data
indicate that the black and Hispanic population of urﬁan poverty areas
accounts for between 6-15 percent of all persons in poverty in the
United States, depending nnbth. definition used for poverty areas. 14
we define urban poverty ar 'as as consus trgcts with 20 percent aor more
poverty population, there were 4.1 million black and Hispanic poor
Persons in poverty areas of the 100 largest cities in 1980. This is
1S.1 percent of all persons classified aa being in poverty. 1f e use
4 more highly concentrated definition of poverty areas -- 40 percent or
more of the population in poverty -- 6.0 percent of all persons in
poverty reside in these areas. The concentration of poor black and
Hispanic persons in poverty areas in selected cifi.s ia shown in the
table and charts whickh follow. Moreover, over the past decade, census
data indicate that the concentration of poor bilacks and Hispanics in
Poverty areas rose by same 40 percent in the most severe urban poverty
ar.is, although the 1970 and 1980 data are not precisely comparable.
The politics involved in dealing with urban uncerclass conditions
are difficult bcc;us., on an averall basis, the numbers of pacple
affectad are small and also because the pecple involved tend not to
vote, do not have powerful interest groups that support them, and
beczuse the areas in which these problem conditions are concentrated

are places that can be dangerous and threatening to outsiders.



TARLE

Population Belaw Papulation Below Black & Hispanic
Central City 1980 Population Poverty in 1974 Poverty and Living Below Pevarty in 1979
in Poverty fireas
(0 (2) ' (g) (4)
Y T T
Rtlanta, Ga. | W e 93,192 95,628
Birninghan, Ala, 260, Aed 61,658 45,222 49,461
5t. Louis, Mo. 444,368 %, 849 76,456 69,818
Montgonery, Ala, 173,354 33,556 27,768 26,231
Detrait, Mich. 1,73 258, 575 189,802 285,114
Chicaga, 111. 2,965,643 681,41 429,949 472,653
Cleveland, Ch, 64, 487 124, 860 - 93,784 83,324
Philadelphiz, Pa, 1,653, 164 349,517 248,735 229,148
New York, N.Y. 6,93, b9 1,391,981 985,778 968,933
Oakland, Calif. 13,63 61,663 | 7,489 45,266
Los fingeles, Lalif. 2,987,573 47,9% 299,786 322,208
Kansas City, Mo 448, 081 {7, 965 3,44 31,655
Houston, [x. 1,478, 359 195,?63 98, 181 146,299
180 LAREEST CENTRAL
CITIES 47,567,029 B, 15,23 5,191,114 5,169, %

mgzmmmwummmmmmwmummummqmum
Large Citles (PC 80-2-8D), Washington, D.C.: Governzent Printing
Office, Pebruary 1085, See Table 1, "Poverty Status 1n 1979 and Other
Selected Characteristies of Persons, Fan'ldes, and Occupled Housing

Units in Census Tracts Classifled by Alternate Doverty Rates: 1980,"

10



"Percent City Pcopulation

Y Black & Hispanic Below Percent. Black & That is Pcor, Black or
Cantral City Foverty and Living in  Hispanic Poor Living Hispanic, and Lives in
R FPoverty fAreas in Poverty Areas Foverty Areas
| <5 (5)/(4) &) /1)
Nawark, N.0. L amems T R T 27.0%
ﬁiianta, Ga. 85,0843 88.9% 28.8%
Dirminghan, Ala. 48,316 81.5% 14. 42
St. Louis, Mo. 63,731 92.3% 14,37
1qntgomerg, Rla. 24,638 93.9x 14.2%
Jatroit, Mich. 168, 736 78.4% ' 13.6%
ﬁhicagu, 11, 398, 228 82.6% 13. 2%
Haveland, Oh. 77,963 88. 3% | 1302
*hiladelphis, Pa. 284,948 89. 4% 12. 47
i;u‘Yurk, N.Y. 846,671 85.8% 12.27
Jakland, Calif. 31,665 69.9% 9.5%
{05 Angeles, Calif. 248, 19 74.5% 8.3%
tansas City, Mo. O, 646 e1.0x% 5.8%
i&uston, . 04,272 57.6% 5.3%
B0 LAGEST CENTRAL :

. CINES 4,139,976 60, 1% 8.7%

11




' Percant Hhite Poor .
Central City Living in Poverty Areas HWhite Beiow Pover Poor Hhites in

(18 /(9) Lavel in 1575 Poverty fraas
Newark, N.J. i 57.68% o 18,959 : 6,337
Rtlanta, Ga. 47.32 16,856 7,600
Birminghae, fAla. 39.4x 11,858 4,676
St. Louis, Mo. | 45.68% ' 27,085 12,191
Montgomery, Ala. 43.1% 7,248 3,122
Detroit, Mich. 52.3% 53, 646 26,472
Chicago, I11. 28.9% 117,218 33,881
Cleveland, Oh. 4812 48,481 19,416
Philadelphia, Pa. 37.1% 184,992 39,801
New York, N.Y. 31.62 368, 469 114,982
Oskland, Calif. 26.2 11,439 2,971
Los Angeles, Calif. 24.32 119,998 29,148
Kansas City, Mo. 32.2% | 25, 154 8,008
Houston, Tsx. 8.5%2 46,867 3,996

108 LARGEST CENTRAL
" CITIES 33.9% 2,658, 758 962,278

12
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Cencentration of Poverty
100 Lorgest Central Cities

;.
P21 Wing in Bov. Ama - o Not in Pov, Area

13




Black and Hispanic Poverty

Now York, Chicago, and Los Angoles

(Mitone)

Nurnber Balow 1878 Pov Levs!

1




Number Below 1378 Pov Levs!
(Mhitons)

White Poverty

NowYodx.cNe:oo.ondloonho

0.9 -
0.8 -
0.7 -
0.6 -
0.5 -
0.4 -1
0.3
0.2 4

01/
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LLLLLY L
I |

UMY

New York

ZZ Living in Pov. Ame

Chicago
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Los Angeles

Not in Pev. Area
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This situation has important implications for government policy. I
believe the fact th;t underclass conditions are so intractable and that
they involve alienation and criminal behavior is one of the reasons
underlying the current conservative-retrenchment mood of the nation on
. ®ocial policy. There has been a shift over the past decade not just on
sociql spending and not limited to cur belief about wﬁat we can achieve
under social programs. This shift involves a perceptablr and
disturbing change in public opinion on race and civil rights issues.
The way we came to believe we are supposed to behave toward the members
of minority groups in the sixties and seventiea has changed in the
eighties. It is my opinion that this often unspoken (though sometimes
privately conceded) shift in opinion was partially caused by the
incroisod severity of urban underclass ccnditions and that this
situation'tn.turn-is manifest in heightened racial intolerance. In the
long-rQn, these developments, unless wa respond to them wiszely, could
threaten the social and-civil rights pﬂlicy gains of the earlier and
more hopeful period beginning in the mid-sixti.s that lasted throughout j

most of the seventies.

I11. The Response.==_A_Matter of Values

The third topic considered in this paper is the r.sponn.'to :
undercl ass conditinns} My pPUrpOSe is not to discuns sp.cifi: programs,

tut rather to pr.sont ideas on the strgieqy for dealing with und.rclass

conditions._

16
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Here, I have bettar news to report. As I see it, new thirnking is

-~

emerging in the current period about government scocial policies that
represents a fortuitous development. It reflects a synthesis of
conservative and liberal ideas on a basis that includes the best
features of both. It is useful to viaw this development in historical
porquctiv..

To a considerable dngree, the motivating spirit of social policy in
the United States in the Great Society period was a feeling of guilt
about the conditions of a society whizh blocked, rather than .
facilitated, the movement of racial minorities into the social and
oconom{c mainstream. Asgaciated with this spirit was a sense of
discdvcry that the ;ulture and ideas distinctive to racial minorities
ehould be recognized and mdrc widely apprcciatcd. Soul food, Gospel
music and the drnss, languqqc,vand humor of blacks, in Tom Wolfe’s
‘uonderful aatir@, A}l came to be part of a new, socially-motivated form
of "radical chic." White liberals especially reached out in well
meaning ways to und.rstand;and identify with the Slack community,

This attitude carried ovir to government prngrams. Among the
central ideas of Lyndon Johnson’s war on poverty were uémpansion and
power to the people. Again, Tom Wolfe captured the feeling of this
cancept 1n‘thc'papu1qr literature. 1In his shart story, "Mau-mauing the
Flak CatCths,“ he wrote about going downtown to mau-mau the
burchucratiQ “TH. pchrﬁy progran encouraged you to go in for
mau-mauinq.“ Otﬁcruisc.'thi‘burcaucrats at City Hall and in the Office
of E:bhomié Oppoffuﬂity;;said Holfc, wouldin’t know what to do. "They
didn’t know whe té ask. " The answer in San Ffancisco, the locale of

Vioclfe’s story. depended on "the confrontation ritual.®



=15~

Well ... they used the Ethnic Catering Service ... right ... They
sat back and waited for you to come rolling in with your certitied
angry militants, your Quaranteed frustra:ed ghetto youth, looking
like a bunch of wild men. Then you had your test confrontation.

If you were outrageocus enough, if you could shake up the

bureaucrats so bad that their *yes froze into iceballs and their

mouth twisted up into smiles of shear Physical panic, into
shit-eating grins, so to spaak —- ¢hen you knew you were the real
goods. They knew you were the right studs to give the poverty

- grants and community organizing jobs to. Otheorwise they wouldn’t
know. (&)

AS I read the tea leaves of social policy, this deferential
attitude carried over into the Nixon-Ford period in the mid-seventies.
It determined what wus permissible in both the rhetoric and substance
of social policy. The now-widespread frustration with Great Society
Programs did not become a part of the Popular mindset on sccial issues
until the latter part of the sevanties.

George Will makes an ubservation that is helpful in understanding .
the riew philosophy of social action that began toc emerge in the iate
nineteen lcvintios. Ha notes that politicians, although they may not

concede that this is so, are often involved in shaping and ghanging

L}

moral_valugs.

c.o.statecraft is soulcraft. Just as all education is moral
education because learning conditions canduct, much
legislation is moral legislation because it conditions the
action and the thought of the nation in broad and important
spheres in life. (7)
This idea is the kay to the hopeful paint in this paper that we
 appear to be fmoving towards a new formula for dealing with underclass
cbnditiqni ﬁhat corrects for the miscalculations and excesses (however
u.li int.hdod) of the Groat'SQci.ty. Social policy is now evelving in
4 way that reflects an increased belief on the part of both liberals

and conservatives that tnere should be a behavioral Quid_preo_gue. I

1R
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have already mentioned the reluctance on the part of people in the
field of social poliﬁy in the piriod from the mig-sixties through the
mid-s‘v.ntins to intrude on the culture and value system of the groups
that in Lyndon Johnson’s pPresidency were discovered as a new focus for
social policy. .Allowing Peocple to do their owa thing was felt to be
(and there is a guod argument for this) the right approach to helping
the poor. The guaranteed-income or negative income tax idea reflecty
thisw view. The Problem of the poor is that they don’t have enough
money: Providing resources (pr.#.rably in the most fle:ible form, hard
Currency) was seen as enabling them to make their own chqicos.

Imp.rcoptAbly at first, a movement developed in the late seventies
on the part of social-policy intellectuals questioning these
assumptions. There is a ;oncopt in o:ohemics that is helpful for the
analysis hare -- giqnaliing. We may not be doing people a favor if we
transmit signals about welfare “rights" and “entitlements" in a society
that has a deep and strong Caivinist tradition thag practically deifies
the work ethic. The change that has occurred in our ideas about
signalling under social programu is best seen by looking at the welfare
fi.!d,;and particularly at th. most éontrov.rnial wel fare praogram for
able bodied, werking age poar pecple with children —- the Aid to
Families uiﬁh’D.pondont Children (AFDC) program.

There hav. been three main theories of welfare reform for AFDC over
the past tuanty y.qrs, all of which have been publicly promin.nt. One
theory, mentinn.d .arli.r, is the guaranteed-income approach. Another
is the omplpymong approach (jabs are the ansu.r). The third approach,

for wkhich Rbnaid Rqaqdn was the principal spokesman in the 3eventies,

19
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is the duwvolutionary or block-grant approach to welfare reform. Its
aim is to "turn bac;“ responaibility for the welfare population to the
states on the premise that atates (and also local governments) are in
the best position to provide services and make the fine-grainad
determinations necessary to enabie (or better yet, push ahd require)
working age, able bodied poor persons to move into the labor force.

The synthesis 1 see emerqing in the current period contains
. @lements of all three lpprpachus, though the deminant thcmes are work
(the employment approi:h) and develution (relving more héavily on the
states). A single word capturas the shift that is occurring
"workfare."

In the seventies the word “"workfaca" uaslus.d in a narrow way to
refer ta the idea tﬁat peoply should "work-off" their welfarc grants,
i.e., that u.l#ar.vr.:ipionts should be required t» work (even in
“mqk.-unrk“ jobi) in exchange for receiving their benefits. Libsrals
on social policy issues, and this includad most welfare acdministrators,
he@aped abuse on this idea, calling it "slavefare® and rejecting it out
- of hand. Efforts to tie welfare to work in a binding way were often
undermined bylth. uoifar. Qstablishmont. This occurred, for example,
in Maotachus.tgs, whare such an affort was made by Governor Sdward King
and in California under Governor Ronald Reagan. Reagar’s 1971
c.iifprnia infar. reform pian, which included an AFDC work requirement
and @'udrk-.xp.rinnco camponent, never got off the ground. At its |
peak, only three porcqht of the eligible population participated in

work-experience programs.

20



But something happened on the way to the forum -=- in this case the
U.S. Congress. Ron;ld Reagan as Frasident won grudging acceptance from
the Congress to include authority under the AFDC PROGRAM in the 1981
budget act to aliow states to test .qew employment approaches to
welfare riform, including the workfare approach. What emergad out of
the efforts to implement this legislation is what I call "new-style
ggﬁgiggg.“ The history of the n&ﬁonclaturc is interesting.

The 1981 budget act included a provision pcfmitting the states to
experiment with what was termed in Washington alphabetize -- CWEP,
standing for "community work experience programs. fhc same aéronym
(CWEP) had been uigd in California in the nineteen saventies, only the
“"C" wae for "California,"” and not "community” under this California
brogram.

The big difference in th¢'19BQs == and this is a critical point --
is that liberals and the welfare estanlishment began to shift their
ground politically and at the same tim§ to shift their terms of
f.f.rnﬁcc. The term "workfare" is increasingly being used in a new
way. It takes the form of obligltionll state grcgrams tizat involve an
Aarray 6# ampl oyment and tra;ning services and activities -- job search,
jab “raining, education praograms, and also community work experience.
Over two-thirds of the itlt.s are now developing new-style workfare
prugfgms~along these lines. Research by the Manpawsr Demonstration
Research Corporation in eight states, with 35,000}p¢mpln assigned to

' program and controlvgroupi, shows bromising == though not large and
dramatic -- Eiiﬁlts from these programs th terms of increased earnings

and reduced welfare dependency. ﬁh.thcr this shift to “new-style

21
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workfare" is intellectual or tactical ins hard to say. For what it’s
worth, my reading o;-n.w~sty1. workfare is that the initial response of
the welfare establisihment and liberals among social policy experts was
.xp.dilnt angd tactical, but that as events transpired conviction
followed suit.

One reason for the increasingly positive response®, particularly on
the part of state qovarnment officials, to the new authority in ;hn
1981 budget act reflects the opinion held by many observers of urban
conditions that the critical need in distrassed urban arcas is jgbs.

In effect, new-style workfare creates jobs (short-term entry-level
Positions very much like the CETA public saervice jobs we thought we had
abolished in 1981). Af the same time, new-style workfare provides a
political rationale and juppart for increased funding for education and
training pragramsy it aleao discriminates under these erployment and job
praparation Proegrams in favor of the most disadvantaged pecple. The
latter effect (discrimination in favor of the most disadvantaged)
‘corrects for th. problem of “"gresning" under .mplnymdnt and training

programs, a practic. which has b..n th. subj.ct of strong and

}Justifahl. criticism on the part of oxp.rts in th. fi.ld of .mpluym.nt
and training.
Tho California staory fur new-style workfare is particularly
'int.rosting. Und.r 4 conservative govarnor, George Deukmejian, a deal
waa struck b.tun.n th. gov.rner and liberals in the L.gislatur.
| \natab;y Arthur Agnos) on legislation that involv.s a fundnm.ntal
r.structuring of t\. u.lfar. syst.m to shift its orientation from a

'paymont and sncill-s.rvi:. syst.m to & new syst.m strungly oriented

22



towards training, education, job Placement, and work -- including in

-~

sohn casaes the assignmont of wilfar. family heads to obligatory work

experience positions.

At first, the language was ogliquo. Work experience was called
"PREP" in California, the lottor; standing for "pre-employment
preparation." But incriasingly the press and participants in the
debate on this leginlation came to call the whole program and prccess
'by one word, "workfare." This newspealk of welfare reform in California
== and also in many other states -~ rnow uses the term "workfare" to
refer to the arrdy of job-foéus.d praograms and child care and other

- services to reduce welfars dopondcn:y. New-style uorkfaf. is a blend
of conservative and liberal themes. Moreover, in finding this nice
balance, I believe there is reason to hope that politicians have
“dotoxifiod“ the yolfara issue. This shift is healthy and encouraging
for social policy in the United States. The basic strategy involves
state initiativos,4institutional-chanqa at the state level, and the
idea of obligaﬁion.

This is not to say that the abligational concept in social molicy
can be oxpo:tod to take hold everywhere and expand rapidly. My point
is that successful policy change must have a foundation in values. It
is in these terms -~ in terms of building a nes. foundation 6? values as
a basis for policy change -- that I aea@ some [rounds for a modest sanse

'}af hupofuln.ss in th- current period.

Ho aako aur groatost prugross on social reform in the United States

when liborals and :nnsorvativos find cnmmon ground. New-style workfare

i yombedios buth tha :nring commitmont of liberals and the themes




\ -

a
identified with conservative writers like Charles Murray, George
Gilder, and Lawr.ncé-noad. It involves a strong commitment to reducing
welfare d.p.ndoncy on the premise that dependency is bad for pecple,
that it undermines their motzvation to self-support and isolates and
stigmatizes welfare recipients in a way that over a long period feeds
into‘lnd accentuates the underclass mindset and condition.

The new m.sjagn is a familiar one: "You have to 90 along to get
along." You have Lo go aleng, that is, with a set of values about
work, job skills, behavior in the workplace, and attitudes towards
success in the ‘canomy. It is the society behaving, if you will, like
4 supportive parent. Rathor than telling pecple there is acmething
wrang uith you, you need halp, we do better by telling them, "You are
as good as the ﬁ.xt pqrsoh, you should make it on your own."

Confidence rather than deference is the essence of this new appi-oach to
social policy.

In the long run, the test of the society’s will to move in this
direction r.quirés tué things -- money and a uilliﬁgn.ss on the part of
governaents at all lcv.im to focus training, educational and empl oyment
services on ihusa who need them the most. This includes both female
welfare family heads Aﬁd unemployed young males in distressed urban
areas. Fartunately, research shows that such a targeting policy --
di;criminating in favof‘of the most disadvantaged pecple -- has
‘pbsitiv. results. Yet, eve) if we respand to this challenge,
und.rclass conditions will nat be alleviated quickly or easily. The
 task r.quir.s tim.. pati.ncl angd a uillinqn.ss to experiment and adapt

in social poli:y. Te th. qqlstion in thm title of this paper, "The

 &E:i;%gL ;¥L,,
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Underclass -- Will it Always be With Us?" the answer is that, even with
the best of .ffarts: it will be with us for a long time. Nevertheless,
1 believe there is reason now for a more hopeful mocd abéut our ability
to hakc a dent in America’s most challenging social problem which tests

the very mettle of our democracy.
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Tables for Presentation

Richard P. Nathan

The ‘New School for Social Research

Novembér 14, 1986

The Concentration of Poor People
in"Poverty Areas in the Nation's 100

Largest Central Cities

‘The attached tables supplement the déta on pages 6-12 of
the paper, "The Underclass--Will it Always be with Us?,"

prepared for presentation at the New Schlool for Social
Research, '

It should be noted that the figures presented here are
n:i comparable to those in the paper. In presenting these
detailed data on the characteristics of poor people and
families in individual cities, it is not possible ‘as is
done in the analysis for the paper) to combine the black and
Hispanic populatlon and compare this group to the white
- population. The comparisons here show the black and white
: fopulation¢Q£pth§¢100:1argest*cities.. An additional column

is shown for Hispanies; it includes persons who are also
counted in the black:or white population. Highlights of
thes2 data are presented on the next page.
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Hithights

The cities selected for znalysis are:

Atlanta, Ga. Birmingham, Ala.
Chicago, Ill. Cleveland, Oh.
Detroit, Mich. =  Houston, Tx.

Kansas City, Mo. LOos Angeles, Calif.
Montgomery, Ala. New York, N.Y.
Newark, N.J Oakland, Calif.

Philadelphia, Pa. St. Louis, Mo.

Among the points that stand out from this analysis of
the 100 largest cities: g

e 8.1 million people are classified as poor;
- this is 17 percent of the population of the
100 largest central cities.

® 11 percent of the white population in the
central cities (3.4 million people) had
income below poverty; 30 percent of the
cities' black population, (3.7 million
people) had income below poverty.

® 64 percent of the poor in the nation's 100
largest central cities live in poverty areas,

. censusg tracts where at least 20 percent of
the population is below poverty.

e The concentration of poverty in poor
neighborhoods is twice as great for blacks as
for whites; 83 percent of poor blacks live in
poverty areas as compared to 41 percent for
whites.

® Poor blacks and Hispanics in urban poverty
areas stand out for having a much higher
proportion of female-headed families--74
percent for poor black families in urban
poverty areas as compared to 55 percent of
Hispanics and 49 percent of whites.

® The unemPIOyment rate for poor people in
povercy areas (24.8) is more than three times
the rate fer all income groups citywide
(7.4) . ‘ - ,

e The unemployment rate for poor blacks in

poverty areas (30.3 percent) is almost twice
the rate for poor whites (17.5 percent).
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Source:

U.S. Census cf Population, 1980: Subject Re-
ports: Poverty Areas In Large Cities (PC
80-2-8D). Washington, D.C.: Government Printing

. .Office, February 198S.

Table 1. "Poverty Status in 1979 and Other Se-
lected Characteristics of Persons, Families, and
Occupied Housing Units in Census Tracts Classi-
fied by Alternate Poverty Rates: 1980."

Table 2. "Household Relationships of Persons,
Families, and Unrelated Individuals by Poverty

Status in 1979, Poverty Area Residence, and
Spanish Origin: 1980" .

Table 3. "Age, School Enrollment, and Educa-
tional Attainment of Persons by Poverty Status
in 1579, Poverty Area Residence, Race, and Span-
ish Origin: 1980."

Table 4. "Labor Force Status and Labor Force
Status in 1979 of Persons and Families by Pover-
ty Status in 1979, Poverty Area Residence, Race,
and Spanish Origin: = 1980."

Table 6. "Income Type in 1979 of Families and
Unrelated Individuals by Poverty Status in 1979,

Poverty Area Residence, Race, and Spanish Ori-
gin: 1980."



168 LARGEST CENTRAL CITIES % Spanish

o | Total White Black %  Origin
ML INCOME LEVELS IN 1979 T
*'Populatinn 47,507,225 30,799,343 12,355,315 # 5,947,360
2 “Living in pnvertg areas 15,485,176 5,313,844 £,137, 166 : 3,158,680
ilNCUME IN 1979 BELOW POVERTY :
}f_Populat1mn ‘ 8,125,233 3,380,695 3,656,622 : 1,504,162
i;Poor persons in poverty areas 5,191,114 1,394,179 3, 830,847 : 1,168,567
: Percent concentration in poverty areas 63.9% 41.4% 82.9% # 73.82

{

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE POOR IM POVERTY AREAS, 188 L ARGEST CENTRAL CITIES

1, Fanilies | 1,864,526 249,532 658,934

% 264,477
. *
2. Female~haaded families 6687, 465 121,325 479,726+ 139,065
Percentage of families headed *
by .females | 64.6% 48.6% 73.774 # 54.6%
*
. Families with public assistance ° 548,928 105, 248 364,379 # 121,316
Percentaga of families with pub- *
lic assistance _ 51.5% 42.2% 56.07 # 42.7%
s : ) *
{"‘4 Persnns 28 yaars & olcler 2,165,763 BEE, 912 1,211,809 # 438,699
o 5. Persun 25 yrars & older who com~ »
: leted less than four gears of o
igh school 1,416,518 417,917 . 784,477 # 342,12
Percentage of persons 25 years & “
‘older who conpleted less than four *
gears of high school 65. 4% 62. 8% 64,77 79. 4%
| o , *
; 6. Uriemploynent rate anong poor . #
‘ in poverty areas ‘ 24.8% 17.5% 38.3% # 28. 3%
i ' ' o *
+?. Civilian labor force participation. #
 rate of poor in poverty areas 34.82z  30.E% 32.67 # 36. 4%
SRS - -t e SR
'8. Urenploynent rate, all incone ' "
' gruups, cxtgutde o ?7.4% - 5.5% 12.87 # 9.2/
. o L . | # '
.9 Civilian lahnr farce. partxcxpatxun *
62. 1% 62.874 59,37

R\Kir.*&’ all incone, cztgulda

ER] 63'321;;

I T I SR




ATLANTA, &

T ——

:;71? F&milies

#  Spanish
Total White Black #  Origin

T e ——— e ~—rem

ALL INCOME LEVELS IN 1979 "

SR " |
Populaticn 489,424 131,408 274,623 » 5,478
o # |

-~ Living in poverty areas 244,513 31,619 211,371 » 2,969

o S #* .

INCOME IN 1979 BELON POVERTY #

oo ' # .
Population 112,622 16,684 94,955 # 1,843

" Poor persons in poverty areas 93, 192 7, 768 84,786 » 1,368

. Parcent concentration in poverty aress 82.7% 4€.87 89.3% # /3.8

\SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE POCR IN POVERTY ARERS, ATLANTR, GR,
19,929 1,218 18,625 # 298

| . #

- 2. Fomale-haadad Families 14,178 546 13,577 » 198

S Percantage of families headad #

. by famales - 71.1% 44.6% 72.9% # 68, 3%

3. Fenilies with public assistance 9,184 448 8,633 # 129

. Percartage of families uith pub- | L
© lic assistance 43.7% 37.6% 46.47 » 44, 5%

: - ‘ L
Persans 25 years 8 older 48,132 4,519 35,258 « 518

S ‘ #

8. Person 25 years & older who con- *

.. platad lass than four years of * o
~high school - T 27,869 2,997 24,751 # 362
. Percantage of garsons'ZS gars & # |

 oldar who conpleted less Ehan four *
- years of high school: 69.4% 66. 3% 78.2% » 69, 9%
Ureaploynent rate anong peor - # |
"~ 'in povarty areas 21.8% 11.5% 22.9% # 3.7

o o #
W;Civilian{lphur*Forc0  articipation * |
" rate of poor in povarty areas 34.6% 38.6% 34.47 & 3.7
_ ——— — . S ,“—-—’,
‘Urenployment rate, all incone R o
" groupsy citywide . 4.8% 18.5% » 18,74

:Civiiiiﬁ liﬁqF‘quch.parﬁicipatiun" 68. 21 61.72 59, 42

#
* 61.12%




BIRMINGHAM, ALA.

Total Khite

L

RLL INCOME LEVELS IN 1979

. Fopulaticn 208,884 121,730
/ Living in poverty areas 126, 686 22,349
INCOME IN 1979 BELOH POVERTY
© Populaticn 61,658 11,953
?i’Poor phksons‘in poverty areas 45, 22¢ 4,683
;;_Purcgnt concent~ation in poverty. areas 73. 3% 39.2%
- SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE POCR IN POVERTY RRERS,
" 1. Fanilies 9,639 824
2. Fenale-haaded fanilies 5,916 330
. Percantage of fanilies headed
. by fenales L 6l.4% 41.87
3. Femilies with pubiic assistance 3,618 265
o Percantage of families with pub-
o lic assistance | 37.5% 32.2%
4. Persuns 25 yaors & older 28,486 2,801
i . Persun 25 gaérs & older uho con-
- pleted lass than four years of

.~ high sehool - - 12,749 1,852

. Percantage of parsons 25 years &

- older who conpleted less than four

.- years of high school \ 62.5% 63.6%
- °Unimﬁfégﬁ¢nt fite among.poor

.. in poverty areas - - 27.1% 21.3%

‘ 'CﬁViliah,libur'Porce'participatiun

- rate of poor in:poverty areas 34.7% 29.6%

S S .= U S S el ins s s i

€. Uneniploynent rats, all incona

7 groups, citywide .. | 8.7%

4.8%

‘Civjliénlliﬁnr-Foréé pirticipation 38.1% 68. 9%

'.;__ £3£3; , ,j: _‘., ‘

#
Black #  (Origin
#
#
156,832 # 2,812
C#
183,611 +« 948
“ ‘
* 1
. \
49,331 « b2
# .
48,288 # 447
B1.77 # 79. 9%
BIRMINGHAM, ALA,
8,768 « 122
*
5,578 64
#
B3.67 # 52.5%
#
3,329 « 47
#* )
38.087 # 38.5%
#
17,382 » 192 -
. .
#
# ' ,
18,838 + 164
#
*
62.37 » 54.2%
“ |
# -
28.87 # 18. 1%
»
# -
35- 52 # 33. sz
ST, §f S ——— -
* : :
12.6% # 10.3%°
#* -
95.67

Spanish

e T —. ,

53. 37. '




ftchﬂso, ILL. Spanish

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

#*
s Total White Black #  Origin
%
}nLL INCOME LEVELS IN 1979 *
:} *
5 Populatlon | 2,965,648 1,490,847 1,182,549 » 420,880 .
: | "
" Living in poverty areas 1,178,721 236,093 705,397 & 222,957
SO ' . #
‘INCOME IN 1979 BELOW POVERTY - #
. ¢ i . ] .
v Population 31,416 158, 495 374,927 # 181,530
A *
. Poor persons in poverty areas 429,948 68, 863 321,626 # 71,716 .
" Percent concentration in poverty areas %1 5% 57 9% 65 gz« . 78.6%
SELECTED CHARRCTERISTICS OF THE POOR IN POVERTY ARERS, CHICRGO, ILL.
"1, Families 86,729 16, 949 65,972 14,928
" 2. Female-haaded fanilies 68, 664 5, 666 58,915 & 7,144
© " Percertage of families headed ' . * o
by ferales 69.9% 51.7% 77.27 # .97
* s
" 3, Fanilies with public assistance 53,843 5,075 44,637 % - 6,768
.~ Percantage of families with pub- _ * -
‘lie arszstlnce . _ 62. 1% 46.47 67.77% & 48.4%
N ’ “ '
$2‘4' Persons 2 gears & older 167, 167 31,0699 119,842 » 23,726 .
. * .
o 8. Person F years & older wbo con- # |
- ﬁlntad lass than four years of J
— high sehoal - . 1ig, 768 21,331 77,563 » 28,241
B Percentage of persons 25 usars & » o
" older who completed less than four ﬂ f
gears of hxgh sehnol 67. 4% 68.6% 65.2% # B85.3% -
| - » 5
“6, Untmp10gment rata anong poor © 35017 24.4% 40.47 » 7.9
o in puvurtg areas o * B
| *
& vazlxln llbar Farcn fnrtlctpatxan " o
- rate of poor in poverty areas 29.3% 33.12 26.3Z2 % 4301
-—_—_-—-ﬁ-—.—_—.
8. Unomplogment rate, all incone | T L
“;. groups, c;hquxdo . - 9.8/ 6.1% 15.97% « 12,14
3 ; »
a vzl:an labnr Furcn partncxpatxon | . R
[jR\(jrafe, all 1neomm, cxtgu:da B 6l.a% 63. 8% - 56.8% # 67.2%




CLEVELAND, OH. ' % Spanish
e | Total White Black #  Origin-

, ‘ . — e et -t A an—
ALL INCOME LEVELS IN 1979 #
. ‘ 564, 467 393,014 248,213 # 17,713
Fopulation 4 _
. . -
Li irg in poverty areas 272, 565 8e, auci 164,276 « 11,246
h . o * -
INCSHE IN 1979 BELOK POVERTY » .
- . .
~ Papulation | 124,868 = 42,384 78,552 # 5,433
. . |
~ Por parsons in poverty areas 93, 784 28, 985 69,769 # 4,346
.~Parcent corcentration in poverty sress ?5.1% 49.6% éB.BZ * 73.%

SELECTER CHRARACTERISTICS OF THE PODR IN POVERTY ARERS, CLEVELFND, OH.

L Fanilies 8,478 4,007 15,73 + 1,83
2. Female~headad families 14,432 2, 268 11,749« 663
Percertage of families headed * s
by females ﬂ A - 78. 5% 56. 6% 74,77 » 63.84
o ' S _ , “ i
3. Fanilies with public assisiance 11,799 1,890 9,485 # 636 |
. Percantage of families with pub- \ T i
lic assistance 57.6% 46.9% 69.37 # 61.2%4
S L ‘ # ok
-4, Persons 28 years & older - 41,372 18, 236 29,99 1,489
A B " =
Person 25 years & older who com~ _ #* |
:ﬁlqtedllﬂss'thln‘Fourgears of | * o
high school =~ ‘ 26,547 &, 608 19,178 « 1,123
‘. Percantage of perions 25 years & | . * :
“" " older who conplaeted less than four ' # o
“ years of high scheol™ 64.24 64.6% 8397 » 75.47 ..
Unenploynent rata amorg poor | # Sl
in povarty areas - 31.8z  28.5% 39,74 # e3.9%
T R ' # A e
.-Civilian labor force participation # i
- rata of poor in poverty areas :29. 2% 31.9% 28,27 » 31.47%
c———-——m . —— 1-———-—-—-““———
11.062 8.3% 14.64 # 13.8%
| * o
%z %674 - S4Se 7.6

LA
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DETROIT, MICH,

‘ *  Spanish
S Total White Black #  Drigin
. Se—— EB— e t——e A ———— } e
AL INCOME LEVELS IN 1979 | #
E . ‘ *
. Population 1,182,733 418,178 748,451 % 28,211
q ‘ : . *
... Living in poverty areas 57¢., 383 116,925 448,868 * 18,158
NS , * !
[INCOME IN 1979 BELOW POVERTY: " X
.- Population 250, 575 52, 763 199,859 « 6,822"
* :
Pocr persons in poverty areas 189, 692 28, 831 156,521 « 5,578
Parcent concentration in poverty aress  73.12 431z 8.3 BLex .
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE POCR IN POVERTY ARERS, DETROIT, ﬁICH.
. 1. Fanilies 43,209 5, 126 4,13 & 1,212
. 2. Fenale-headed familiss 36,815 2,816 26,681 735
. Percentage of familis headed # o
by fenales 74,67 54.9% 78.2% # 60,67 .
e . o * |
- 3. Familias with punlic ussistance 25, 447 2,986 22,149 r7cl
-~ Percartage of families with pub- # o
lic assistance 63.3% 56.7% 64.9% # §9.72
Persons 2% yaars & older 79,654 15,948 61,962 # 1,968
, | 3 *

Person 25 years & older uho con- # -
Elttad lass than four years of . # o
~high schesl T 58, 867 18, 666 39,678 1,294 -

Percantace of persons 23 years & *

‘oldar who conpleted less than four # y

 years of high school - | 63.6% 66.9% 63.1% # 56.8% -

Unenployment rate.among poor # o

in poverty areas 46.3% 31.74 45.7/ + 8.42
. Civilian labor forca tarticipation ‘ : | LI 5
- rate of poor in poverty aress 27.6% 25. 1% 20.87 # 32.9%

T ————— — —* o

.Uneaploynent rata, all incane * i

.. groupsy citywide | 18.5% 12.3% 22.57 # 20. 74

Civilian labor foree participation 93.92 54.5% 36.6% # S.2%



‘HOUSTON, T,

3 Total Hhite

AL INCOME LEVELS IN 1979

ifpopulltion 1,578,389 979,714

" Living in poverty areas 14,364 56,242

?iucons IN 1379 BELOW POVERTY

iifPOPulation 199, 763 69, 776

o Pborvﬁhrsoné in poverty afeas 98, 181 12,923

. Percent concentration in poverty areas 45.1% 18.5%

W ECTED CHRﬁﬂCTERISTICS OF THE POOR IN POVERTY RREAS,

1. Fami]jes

2. Fesili-baaded Familias
| Percerdage of families headed
by femalas

ff:S.,Families uith'pubfic assistance
- Percontage of families with pub-
-~ lie assistance

5324; Persons 25 yaars & older

8. Person 25 years & older who com-
e ﬁltted liss than four years of

- . high school =~ .

. Percentage of persocns 23 years &
- .older who conpleted less than four
: . ;years of high school

6. Unemployment rate anong poor
" in poverty areas

5?7; CiQfliah‘Iabur'Purce articipation
... rate of poor in povarty areas

18,397
9,791

§3.2%
5,259

28,67
39,233

28,064
1,57

13.7%

42.5%

'8, Unanploynent rata, all incone
o groups, cityvide

3.6%
72.1%

Black

435,832
208, 012

97,859

63, 159
65.17%

HOUSTON, TX.

69.6%

*
#

* X ¥ ¥F¥XF X X ¥ XX ¥

2,174 13,5399 »

591 8,43

*

27. & 62.87 #

*

378 4,289

%

12.4% 31.8% o

~ »

6,371 27,809 +#

#

»

_ »

5,814 16,821

»

»

78.2% K77 #

*

*

11.8% 14.67% #

. "

»

45.1% 41.67 #

s A AR ettt et | SRS nesan

"

2.6% 5.97 #

' )
73.47

Spanish
Origin

B e T

278,919
73,866

58,178

21,695 -
43. 27. .

3,961
147
29.8%

.81
Men



f‘c{vium lwrr ch partictpmm

66.22

| . » ish

= - Total Hhite Black # sg;gin
: %
:'H.L INCOME LEVELS IN 1979 | .
' L

| 449,001 387,837 120,335 # 14,520
o #

: I.wxng in povsrtg areas 123,195 37,183 81,128 #« 5,928
e - .
éléxm IN 1379 BELON Puvemv | »
, “ : "

57,955 26,318 29,384 » 2,562

"

- parsons in 34,441 8,73 24113 & 1,813

‘Pnrwt eormtnh n pwrtg rears 5‘3 42 bz b2.12 » _ .82

SE.ECTED mlSTlCS G‘ T m IN POVERTY ﬂlEFIS KRANSAS CITY, MD.
l leus .‘ 6,412 1,293 4,649 » 328
.
2 lea-hndd families 3,05 584 3,27 @ 142

- Purcantage of fnmn hu'hd : . ‘
h‘ }‘m IlE - o .

e L

.,Fumu uith Ne nsutm 2,67 433 2,193 » 73

.Parcartage of (liu uxth pub- »

;m mmum 4.8 33.5% 44.42 » 3.42
- , !

Prm 25 M lolchr 15,332 5,893 . 9,724 » 643

Prsm 20 m i oleh- o cos- .

‘pletad. lass ﬂmf‘wgmof . "

“high sghool 9,428 2,9 5,965 o 457

.Paroardage of 29 mt | .

nldrdueupttdlnzdmfu‘ | . * ;

‘gun of‘ hiqh u‘ml ' 60.7% 8. 72 61.3x » 78.92

‘Mlmt rlh mq ; »

= in pnvrtg res FW' N 16.92 26.7% 12.32

, | | .

‘_civilim lm l“urc. uipltim ) - » '

- rata‘of poor in. mv ares L M.% 40.5. » 39.62
e V-
.Mlmt rate; all imo- o '
grams, cityi & | 6.5 5.0 18.92 ¢ .6

[
66. 62 66.6% 69.9%




LOS ANGELES, CALIF,

Spanish -

miy o

w"AL

2.m

*

. | Total White Black #  Origin
— - . e vt ——

ALL INCOME LEVELS IN 1979 ,
et ‘ *

Populaticn 2,967,573 1,862, 45¢ 494,357 » 865,463
~Living in poverty areas 964, 146 327, 445 519,898 » 431,137 .
FA _ - * :

INCOME IN 1979 BELOW POVERTY *
SO ' e B

Population 477,976 287,458 129,492 » 195,317
S : _ * :

.. Poor persons in poverty areas 298, 7686 87,944 185,244 » 136,913
. Parcent concentration in poverty areas 68. 8% 42,47 B1.3% *
~ SELECTED CHARRCTERISTICS OF THE POOR IN POVERTY ARERS, LOS ANGELES, CHLIF.
"1, Fanilies 56,115 15,117 22,93 » 25,953
& Fusale-hoaded Families 27,493 5, 562 16,137 » 9,189
- Percentage of fanilies headed k v
“ by females , o 49.87 36.8% 78.4% » L
“ 3. Fumilies with public assistance 21,6082 4,828 15,263 # 5,897 - ..&
 Porcantage of fanilies with pub- * P
- lic assistance: 38. 5% 26.6% 57.8% # g
R = . N
. Persons 2% years & older {23,835 36, 996 44,234 » 58,531 ...

il s | ‘ . -l

Ji Persan 25 years & older who con- » E

; ﬁlotnd lass than four yaars of * , L

. high schoal o 75,978 24,837 22,282 # 41,899

. Percantaige: of persons 25 years & : * ‘

older vho completed less than four | »

- years of high school : 61.7% 63.7% 98.2% # 82. 9%

T *

e Unemploynent rate among peor . S

. in povarty areas 18.5% 15.3% 27.7% # 15.6%
Civilian labor force participation *
rute of pror in poverty areas 43.37 47.5% 33.a7 » 54. 4%
_ ' —— - . '
Uramployment rate, all incona . : # o
groups, citywide - - 65.5% 66. 5% 58.32 »  68.52

O I . : - * =

L Civilian labor force partieipation @~ | * s

o gratey all incone, citywide . - 6.BZ 8.64 ALWs e




HONTGOMERY, LA,

% Spanish

L N Total White: Black #  Origin
AL INCOME LEVELS IN 1979 R
};-population 173,334 184,575 67,689 ' 1,626
fi!Living in poverty areas 79, 986 22, 83e 87,767 : ?63"1
INCOSE IN 1379 BELOH POVERTY ' ﬂ
%fiPopuinion “ 33, 556 7,308 26, 158 ' 368
ﬁf-Poof phfsons in poverty areas 27,786 3, 148 24,605 : 44
" Parcent concentration in poverty areas 82.8% 43,67

SELECTED CHARRCTERISTICS OF THE POCR IN POVERTY ARERS,

1. Fanilias

fi 2._Fema1;-haadad fanilies “
" Percentage of fanmilies headed
- by females™ o

:f;S; Fanilies with public‘aisistance
. Percantage of fanilies with pub-
- lie assistance !

;@_4:'Pérs§ns‘25fgaa}s &'¢1dnr |

. 8. Person 28 years & older who con-
”_"_ﬁlotadlass than four years of
i high sehaol ./ L

- Percantage of persons 25 years &

~Years of high scheol
 'fUnimplbgmdﬁ£ f;£a:dmdng poor
©in povarty areas

,i' Bi#tlian.labnn'fnrcn articipation
 rate of poor in poverty areas

- older who codpleted less Ehan four

U.dzs 8L}

MONTGOMERY, ALA,

o Groups, eitywide © -

;’ Unnmﬁ1ngﬁmnt;Eita;alllingoma,]-

9, Civilian labor force participation
T R I T DTN A

ERIC

5, 557 643 4,918 » 41
. :
3, 463 263 3,196 « 39
* ;
62.3% - 48.9% 6017 # 95, 1% -
| | . B
2, 886 1 1,961 19
3 ' ,
37.5% 18.67 39,97 # 46.3%
. .
11,827 1,675 9,338 » 163
#*
* _
7, 955 1,163 6,838 » 93
* L
#* I
72.1% 65.9% 73.27 # 98.3%
* o
23. 6% 16. 7% .92 - 32,8
* . N
36.5% 32.6% 44,17 » 26.8%
| \ R
657 3.62% 12222« ° 10.6% "
. : | . R
687X B9

BTN N




Total White

L INCOME LEVELS IN 1979

'édpglqﬁion
Liviﬁéin_povertg areas
INCONE IN 1373 BELOW POVERTY
bbﬁdlation :

Pﬁaf'pnrsons in pnvartg areaﬁ

Parcent concentration in poverty areas

6,963,692 4,276,332

2,741,668 895,189

1,391,981 558,352

985,778 261,466
%0, 612 42.5%

 SELECTED CHRRACTERISTICS OF THE POCR IN POVERTY ARERS,

. Fanilies

bg Fami1ns‘

‘lic. assistance

- high schoul

#  Spanish
Black #  Origin
#
#
*
1,761,866 % 1,393 932
#
1,226,561 # 955,148 "
" .
“ K]
. .
526,364 # 498,811
»
452,838 « 421,818
86.97 # 84. 74

NEW YORK, N.Y.

fARJ(:

rrrrr

221,696 54,354 188,164 #  i@2 421
R . *
. 'Fenale-haaded fam;lies 158,554 - 38,066 24,781 & 71,178
Percartage of families headed #
‘ | 67. 9% 55.3% 74.7% 69.52
Fanilies with public assistance 129,879 28, 122 99,986 #  €5,358
Percantage of families with pub- | * |
. 58. 6% 51.7% 59.67 # 63.8%
11ﬁPmrsun§Q25 gears & older - 416,497 123, 626 183,853 # 156,651
g e | .
3. Person 25 years & older who cor~ #
; :ﬂlatadeQSS than four years of # :
gh schaol 274,321 89, 136 114,321 # 189,38
Percantage of persons 25 %aars & #
‘older vho conpleted less than four #
‘years of high school 65. 9% 64.6% 63.2% # 69.87
Uranploynent rate anong poor * | =
. in povarty areas 25.7% 19.4% 38.3% » 25.3%
Civilian labor force participetion - # |
rate-of poor in povarty areas - 28.3% 28. 87 29.1% # - 25,77,
—_— —
LUrenploynent rate, all incone # \
cCgroups, citywide . . P TR 6.1% 11.% «  18,9%
T T S o
Civilian labor Force participation T | " :
©_ate, all ircome; citywide - BRI R N 57.8%4 94.32




* Spanish
Total White Plack #  QOrigin
. e ———
#
\ *
326,185 186,492 196,828 *  €8,9%
iving in poverty areas 242,389 58,610 68,897 « 46,278
NCOME IN 1979 BELOW POVERTY *
cpulation ' . 186,895 21,508 71,638 » 25,1680
SR *
00r persons in poverty areas 94, 98¢ 15,275 67,506 * 22,165
@rcent concentration in poverty areas 88. 9% 78.6% .27 # 80. 4%
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE POCR IN POVERTY AREAS, NEKARK, N.J.
1. Fanilies - 20,987 - 3,379 14,088 * 5250
e+ Female-headed families o 15,922 2,136 11,778 « 3, 766
. Percentage: of families headed ‘ ' # f
. by females 75.5% 63.2% 79.67% # 78.5% .
o ‘ ‘ S : ' *
.. Families with public assistance 13, 868 1,933 9,315 # 3,498
 Percantage of familias with pub- *
~ lic assistance . | 62.2% 57.2% 62.9% # 66.5%
Persons 25 yaers & older o 35, 98¢ 7,197 25,891 -« 6,864
 Person 25 years & oider uho con- *
gﬂleted less than four years of *
. high schoal .~ 7. 22,966 9,245 15,688 + 5,350
Percertage of persons 25 years & *
older uho completed less than four #
_ years of high school :  6B.6% 72.97% 63.0% + 7?.9%
U : : : ' _ : #
6. Uranploynent rate among poor - | »
- in poverty areas S 29.6% 16.3% 32.9% 23.5%
< Civilian labor force participation #
rete of poor in poverty areas 27. 4% 23.6% 28.6% # 253, 6%
T —— #
. Unemploynent rate, all incone : * o
- groups, citywide . . | 13.32 9.6% . 15.687% » 13.72
R R o » =y
. Civilian labor force participation | SR | *
1£ﬂ§1§ftn,*all“incomf?.gjtgeiéa, o “5 _55742 1‘ ;  5?.33 | 5437 »

w9




Spanish .

#
o Total White: “lack #  Origin
o ALL INCOME LEVELS IN 1979 ;
SUE # »
" Populaticn ’ 1,653,164 964,213 629,153 * 63,244
4 | .
~Living in poverty areas 712,235 183, 851 484,266 # 49,929
N .
NCOME IN 1975 BELOW POVERTY * .
. Population 348,517 112,352 202,364 % 29,813
. .
Paor persons in poverty areas 248, 735 44,924 186,352 « 26,662
Parcent concentration in poverty areas %S.BZ 48.67 89,17 9N.77 .
. SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE POCR IN POVERTY ARERS, LOS ANGELES, CALIF.
" 1. Fanilies | 50, 862 7,825 36,19 » 5,686
o ' *
- 2. Fenalg-headed families 34,508 3, 65¢ 28,322 3,212
© - Percentage of families headed *
by females 68. 6% 46,67 74,17 » 56.5%
. * _
3. Fenilies with public assistance 38,827 3,574 24,169 3,680
~ Percertage of families with pub- " * 5
- lic assistance 60. 6% 45.7% 63,31 # 64.74
o *
- 4. Persons 25 years & older 168,917 23, 773 76,984 « 8,854
_ < . *
~ 8, Person 25 years & older uho con- *
3 ﬂletad less than four years of # -
igh schacl 71,554 15,119 98,616 # 5,792 -
Percertage of parsons 25 years & *
older who conpleted less thar four # s
~years of high school 65.74 63.6% 63.7% # 76.7% -
s # o
" 6. Unemployment rate among poor * o
o in poverty areas - ' 37.2% 24. 5% 41.€% # 32,64
n ‘ ) : ' " i
Civilian labor force participation # i
rate of poor in poverty areas 27.9% 29.7% 20.8% # 24.1%
8. Unamploynent rate, all income # :
- groups, citywide - o - 1L.5% 8.3% 12,17 » 16.8% -
% Civilian labor force participation ~  34.6% 55.7% S3.17 #

.:;fi;a_

.51




ST. LOUIS, MO.

- % Spanish
| Total White Black #  Origin .
AL’ INCOME LEVELS IN 1579 %
harar b .
" Population 444,308 236,992 203,587 # 5,026
e o * :
~Living in poverty areas 232,761 55, 178 176,851 » 2864
o : #* TR
INCOME IN 1979 BELOK POVEKTY *
B ‘ *
" Population 96,849 27, 536 68,446 1,287
~Poor parsons in poverty areas 76,456 12,531 63,335 » 1,820
-Percent concentration in poverty arces 78.9% 435.5% 92.5% # 79.9%
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE POCR IN PUVERTY ARERS, ST. LOUTS, MO.
1. Fanilies 14,428 2,154 12,179 # 18
e | * :
" &. Female~headed fanilies 9,973 1,136 B,784 =
- Percentage of fanilies headed * o
by fenales 69.1% 32.7% 2.1% + 50.8% . .
S : #* b
Fanilies with public assistance 7,668 914 6,639 # B4 -
Percantage of families with pub- * P
lic assistance ' 83. 1% 42,47 35.67 » 46.2%
. - . # &
Persons 25 years 8 older 31,736 6,889 24,545 R[4 R
L *
Person 25 years & older who con- *
© pleted less than four years of * ' L
- 'high sechool o - 2,867 4,781 16,988 « 245
+* Percentage of parsons 25 years & * =
" . older who conpleted less than four | # e
years of high school : 68. 9% £8.2% 63.2% # 69.372 .
‘ o , * L
Ureaploynent rate anong poor | » oo
in poverty areas 31.6% 19.1% 34.68% # 38,37 .
‘ . “,‘ . . * - \
~7: Civilian labor foree participation # T
. rate of poor in poverty areas 36.2% 32.9% 37.07 » 43.6%
. Unemploynent rate, all income # R
" groups, citywide 11.2% 6.5% 12,72+ 10,07
g By SRR o " o
- 9. Civilian labor forea participation 56. 6%

565

5.5 % Ga8n




DRKLAND, CALIF.

A FuiToxt Provided by ERI

*  Spanish
Total  White Black #  Origin
# e as——
AL INCOME LEVELS IN 1479 *
! _ *
.- Population | 333,263 . 127,49 157,478 * 31,068
" i ) * oo
+Livirg in poverty areas 126,673 28,836 86,452 « 15,188 -
", INCOME IN 1979 BELOW POVERTY #
: | : ‘ * L
‘Population 61,689 13,291 39,135 « 6,458
- . * . ‘
' Poor persons in poverty areas 37,49 4,091 27,836 « 4,867 -
% Percent concentration in poverty areas 68.92 38.8% vl 1% # 63.17 -
SELECTER CHARACTERISTICS OF THE POOR IN POVERTY ARERS, ORKLAND, CALIF.
1. Fanilies | 8,223 . 643 £,433 # B2l
C ' *
- & Female-headad familias 9,543 311 4,858 » 358
- Percentage of families headed * :
by females o 67.47% 48.4% 73.5% « 43.27
o , : -
7 3, Fanilies with public assistance 4,793 271 4,859 « 3u8
t Percentage of families with pub- | “ -
lic assistance ‘ 98. 3% 42.1% £3.17 # 36.5%
. 4. Persons 25 years § older - 15,953 - 2,631 11,868 1,453
. . * S
.~ 8. Person 25 years & older who com- , "
leted less than four years of *
igh school 7,449 1,839 4,872 » 1,853
Percertage of persons 25 years & * |
oldar who completed less than four “ '
years of high scheol | 46.7% 39.5% 44,17 + 72.57
- \ * i
" 6. Unamploynent rate asong poor ' # o
\ ~_in poverty areas . 32.2% 16.47 37.6% # 23. 8%
' S * ‘
7. Civilian lebor force participation * i
 rate of poor in poverty areas 34.4% 37.6% 32.9% # 435.4%2 -
- 8. Ureaployment rate, all incone # o
 groups, citywide \ 9.4% 3.6% 13.57% #» 11.74 -
| | 5 B \ - * L
9, Civilian labor force participation 59.74 59. 3% 58.8% # 81.9% "
ENIG




Summary on Large Cities

Poverty'Concentration

1970-80

For the 1970 Census, the Census Bureau Published a report on population
characteristics of the nation's $0 largest cities. For 1980, the Bureau
issued s similar report on the 100 largest cities. We use the same 50 cities

that are included in the 1970 Teport to compare poverty conditioms in 1970
and 1980.

Altogether, these SO cities lost population (=5.12) from 1970 to 1980.
" But their poverty Population grew by 11.7Z. And the concentrated poverty o
‘Population grew by 30.52. This term refers to poor people in Census tracts
with wore than 20% poverty. )
The white poverty populstion cZ these cicies declined snd the black
poverty populstion rose, 1i.e., -18.3% ve. +18%2. -

The black poverty population in povarty sreas rose more than the
over-all black poverty population; it rose dy 22.62. Moreover, in extreme
poverty sreas (our term for Census tracts with more than 402 poverty), the
totsl poverty population grew by 65.9%; the black poverty population in
éxtreme poverty sreas grew by 58.63.

" Table enclosed

46




708,853

1, 1284, 344

PFOVERTY DATR FOR S0 LQRGEST CENTRAL CITIES, 1370, 1980
Percent charge
1970 1380 1970~-80
Population 33,887,807 37, 815, 307 -5.1%
Population belaw poverty €, 005, 673 &, 708, 464 11.7%
Percerit population below ' ' .
paverty 15. 1% 17.7%
Poor in poverty areas
(20 % ar ) _ 3,371, 303 4, 398, 621 3Q., 5%
Percent population that
is poor and in
poverty areas 8. 5% 11.6%
Percert of poor in S96. 14 65. 6%
poverty areas
White poor (Hisp incl) 3,217, 228 2, 629, 438 —-18. 3%
White poor as percentage _
of population 8. 1% 7. Q%
White poor as percertage )
of poverty population S3.6% 33. 2% .
White poor in :
poverty araas 1,175,755 i,106, 166 -5. 9%
Concentration of whits
poor in poverty areas 36. 5% 42. 1%
Black poor (Hisp incl) 2, 662, 077 3, 140,292 18. 0%
Elack poor. as percentage
of population 6. 7% 8. 3%
Elack pcor as p.re.ntage
of peverty population 44, 3% 46. 8%
- Black poor in 4
povarty areas 2,138, 470 2,621,058 22, 6%
Concantration of black '
poor irv poverty areas 80, 3% 83. 5%
Total poor ir extreme .
poverty araas——-40% or ) 974, 489 1,613,875 65. 6%
White poor in extreme
poverty araas 256, 805 260, 884 1.6%
'_'Black poor—in extremo :
SR S8. 6%




%

e o feiuy uargesu uivies - rercentage Poverty, Change 1970-1980

Civy Percent Pop Percent Pop Increaent % Point
: Below Pov 1970 Below Paov 1980 Change 1970-80
Newark, N.J. 22.3% 32.8% 10.5%
Axtanta, Ca. 20 . 5% 27 .5% 7 0%
‘Detroit, Mich. 14 . 9% 21 .9% 7.0%
Chicago, I11. . 149 5% 20.3% ' 5.8%
Buffalo, N.Y. o 15. 4% 20.7% 5.3%
Philadelphia, Pa. 15.49% 20.6% 5.2%
New York, M.Y. ' 14.8% 20.0% 5.1%
Rochester, il.Y. ‘ 12.5% 17.5% 3.0%
Cleveland, Oh. 17.49% 22 . 1% qQ.7% -
Baltimore, Md. 18.4% 22.9% q. 5%
Miami, Fla. 20.3% 249.5% q.2%
Baston, Mass. 16.2% ‘20 .2% 4.0%
Los Angeles, Calif. 13.3% 16.4% 3.2%
Toledo, Oh. 10.9% 13.6% - 2.7%
TOTAL S0 CITIES ' . 15.1% 17.7% 2.7%
Columbus, Oh. _ 14.0% 16.5% : 2.4%
Milwaukee, Uis. 11.5% 13.8% . 2.3%
Long Beach, Calif. 11.9% 14.2% - 2.3%
Louisville, Ky. 17._1% 19.3% - 2.2%
Cincinnati, Oh. ' 17. 6% 19.7% : 2.1%
Oaklaniy, Calis. ' 16.5% 18.5% i 2.0%
Indianapolis, Ind. o @.7% 11 .53% - - . 1.9%
Washington, D.C. : 16.9% 18._6% - 1.7%
St. Louis, Mo. 20.2% 21.8% - 1.6%
Minneapolis, Minn. 12.2% 13.5% 1.3%
St. Paul, Minn. ' 9.6% , 10.9% 1.2%
‘Mesphis, Tenn. . 20.8% 21 .8% 1.1%
Honolulu, Haw. 9.0% 10.0% - 1.0% -
Osaha, Neb. : 10.4% 11.4% 1.0%
Pittsburg, Pa.. 135.6% . i6.5% 0.9%
Seattlie, Uash. 10. 4% 11.2% 0.7%
Norfolk, ua. 20.0% 20.7% - 0.7% .
_E1 Paso, Tex. 20.6% 21.2% - 0.6%
 Dallas, Tx. . : 13. 6% - 149.2% 0.9%
San Diegao, Calif. . 12.3% 12.4% , 0.2% =«
Kansas City, Mo. 13.0% ' 13.2% 0.2% -
Fort Worth, Tex. . 13.8% . 13.9% ‘ - 0.1%
Portland, Ore. ‘ 13.0% ‘ 13.0% 0.0%
. Denver, Colo. : 13.7% . 13.7% - -0.0%
Taspa, Fla. - : 18.8% 18.7% ‘ -0.1%
"San Francisco, Calif. 14.1% 13.7% o -0.3%
- Phoenix, Ariz. . 11.6% . 11 .1% -0.8%
New Orieans, La. : 27.0% : 26.4% -0.6%
. San Jose, Calif. : 8.8% 8.2% -0.6%
" San Antonio, Tex. ' 21.7% 20.9% -0.8%
+.. BArsinghas, Ala. . 25.0% .22.0% -3.0%
Nashville-Davidson, Tenn. - 13.7% 12.6% _ -1.1%
~Jacksonville,. Fla. 17.5% 16.0% -1.8%
Houston, Tex. . 149.2% 12.7% -1.89%
Tulsa, Okla. 12.2% - 10.4% -1.8%

‘. Oklahuma City, Okla. 14.3% 12.0% -a.3%




